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’ + A New Measure of Sex-Role Attitudes
. - . + -
- ( v »
a2 comprehensive rev1ew of 1nstruments measuring gender- related
. . - ¢

constructs, Beere (1979}-found a number of shortcomlngs to ex1st1ng,

scales and measutes. Accord1qg to Beere; test ,developers often fail to

carefully define the doma1n(s) to be measured, to construct items that

..

¥

adequately sample the doma1n(s), and7or to demonstrate reliabilaty and
[ ]

ya11d1ty for* 1nstruments. The purpose of the present study was to develop
- .
a scale to measure sex-role att1tudes with partlcular attention to avoiding

.these deficiencies. Specijically, tﬁe construct of sex-role ega11tar1an~

1sm was proposed and the process of construct validation was initiated by
» g .
developing a reliable measure of the construct. ¢
. /

Ll

Definition of the Gonstruct and’Identification of

%

P~
Relevant Domains

Sex-role egalitarianism was defined as an attitude which causes one

to respond to another individual independently of that other individual's

sex. One whopossesses this attitude believes ‘that the sex of an in-

-
dividual should not influence the perception of that individual's abilities

or the determination of that individual's rights, obligations, and oppor-

‘tunities. Conseqdently, an egalitafian dées not discriminate against or

k]

relate differentially to another on the basis of the other's sex.

i

An.essential feature of the construct is its purposeful disregard
* * +
.of the 3ex of the ipdividual who is the attitude object. In other words,

the cgnstruct takes into consideration not only judgments of women in their

- o t' - -
role behaviors but, also %?pfﬁges judgments of men in their role behaviors.
- ' L

In thas way, 1f 1s different from prev10us'paper-and-penqil measures of
sex-role attitudes which primarily emphasize the roles of women (e.g.,

[ ' . . .
the extensively used Attitudes Toward Women Scale (Spence § Helﬁreich,‘ .

g
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1972)). The true egalitarian as def1ned here is one who respottds nondiscraimi-
. v .
,Midtely not only tq womepn in nontradltlonal roles bug also ‘to men in nontxa-

.
* o4

ditional roles. As will be described below, great care whs taken to insure

that item construction adequately reflected this aspect,of the canstruét:

]

3

' After def1ﬂ1ng sex- -rble egal1tar1an15m, the next task was to speC1fy

domains in which the a txtude'manlfests 1tse1f It was established a gfiori

¢

that the scale wowld sample "relevant aspects, of an adult's life" and the,

- []
. J ] .
specification of domdins was based on 4 rational jgggment of the major roles
- R
Pl

. .
assumed” by adults in this society. Five domains or role categories were

defined as fo}lows: (a) Marital Rgies,Pertains to béliefs abdut the .

*

equality or inequality of husbands and wives iegag;1ng various aspects of ¥
L ] . ° .‘e“ .‘—..-

their relationships to each othef and the maxntenancg}of their) home life, it ;

does NOT include statéments pertaining to their roles as pérents; (b). .

Parental Roles pertain to beliefs eabout the equa‘hty or inequality of

fathers and mothers regardxng various aspects of their roles as pareﬁts,

. 1

(c) Employment Roles pertains to hél;pfs about the equality or 1nequa11ty of

malds and females in regards to issies relating to paid employment, (d)

4

Social-Interpersoﬁal-Hater05exua1 RonSLpertains'to beliefs about the

equality or inequalfty of.males and femalesﬂfﬁ'their relationships to
L r U Y
social groups and individuals, and to one another on an interpersonal

.

or sexual basis, and (3) Educational Roles pertains to beliefs about
LY

~

*

the equality or inequality of males and females in school, university,
or training facility be€ttings, including roles as students or providers

of education and training. .
> ’,
. . . . ~ . .
It is important to note that these role categories were not inten- .
. [
ded to represent independent aspects of an adult's life. “0r, in the . ¥

psychometr1c sense, they were not intended to produca orthogonal sub-
11 v » . .

scales. Ratl they were def1ned for the purgpse of enhanc1ng thc
0

content vali of the moésure.‘ ' S
<¢~ N . \ :
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.” both sexes and included verbs or’phraées making a comparison between them

>

. = -

Scile Dévelopment

>

Item Construction . N >

According to the deﬂinitisn;bf!sei-role egalitarfenjsﬁ, every item

included in the scale had td compare one sex with the other in some B

~fashion. Most items 'in thd/initial item pool made direct reference to
- » S~ Ll R

ot

. T

E)

(e.g., "equally acteptable," "ds qualified as," "better than;"‘aﬁd S0

on). Some items made comparisons by;implicai{pn, for example, one statedy

"A wife should be the one to decide on a couple's social activities." The
3 . ]

kY
a

’ 1 - * -
item implicitly compares or relates men and women. ,That is, the item ¢

. - .
could have been phrased&f "fhe wife rather than the husband should be the

x

/ -
one to decide on the couple's social activitfasﬁ&

Perhaps thevmost significant con51deratson in 1tem construction was

what came to be called a radical Sexual b1as

The synple task of deter- y»

mining mhg keyed response for eacP item led to the conclusion that in many,

" cases'what seemed to Be an' egalltdrlan.response cbuld-be interpreted, at .-

least on a hypothetfcal leuel, 55 the response of a nonegalitarian,

either pro-masculine or pro-feminine. It was inifially assumed that the

nonegalitarian responses were simply the pfversals df the egaiitarianﬁ

responses, and this is tr%s,to the extent that the nonegalitarian,is
»

traditionat in believing that men are "better' at cirtain things (e.g., a

- -~

-

busfness career) and women are "beﬁgﬂr” at other things (e. g., a nur51ng

career). However, it seemed necessary to pos1t hypothetloal individuals

L]
with biases related to the superioritﬁ of one sex over the other'acr04£ all

role behaviors. Thus, a radical feminine bias (RFB) would lead a respon-

.

deht to indiscrimiha}ely assert that women ¢an do everything in ‘every

way 'better" than men. Likewise, a radical masculine bias (RMB) would-

NV
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lead a respondént to indifcflmlnately assert thatrgen can do evetything

in every way "better" than.women. To clarify thp‘issue of radicdl sexual
Wy uf ) - .

1b1§s, th% reader is geferred to “Table 1, which conta1ns three items

.' '

i cluded.in the final 1nstrument., As the table indicates, the sexerole -
egalitarian and the person;with a REB wouldnboth di;agree witﬂ‘item 1,
and, the sex-role egalitarian and the pEISOn.E}tF a RMB would both d1sagree
with item 2. The question of whether or not persons with a RFB or RMB

0, ;n'fact, exist is dn empirical one, yet.given the‘definition of the
construct the item constfuetion pracess ‘could not afford to overlook

their potential existencé. Co A

< Insert Table 1 about here

For each domain, then, there were three tiyés of items: (a) ehali-

- 4

tarian items dith no confounding of respenses with radical se§pa1 bias, -
- L]
(b) items with confounding of responses with RFB, and (c) items with
* : b ’ 4 P ]
. cgnfound;ng of responses with'RMB. Items confounded with RFB_and RMB

- ol
' r .. WS,

" were alwaye keyed "disagree,” and some means had to be taken tg differen-

< . . N *

tiate betwegn individuals holding a radical sexual bias and those with ,

. N
an egalitarian titude. It was decided to assign an equal number of
¢ .
I} - J ~
RFB and RMB items to each domain. While not eliminating the biases, this

» 4 q .
™~ . ) ,
procedure 3&d insure that a sexual egalitarian's total score would always

be higher than that of a RFB or RMB respondent, the nonegaliterian having
] P - a t

traditional attitudes about sex roles would receive the lowest score.

Yoreover, a benefat in identifying the RFB and RHB was that it forced the
p}dcess of scale development to include an equal number of items ex-'

*
pre551ng male superior1ty over females and female superiority over males.

’

-
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« , The initigl pool.of 524 items“frdn which the instrument was con-

struc}bd inclu 9& mostly items written specifically for this scale with

some items modified from previously used scales.

. -

: 'Preliminarf Instriment - ’

¢

Following.item constructiorn, three male and two female psychologf -

, v . . -
judges to independently sort the items into
i ™

the defined domainé.\ 0n1§ those items for Thi¢h%1here was complete
’ . v A S

.  graduaté Students Bgfved as
]

j - -

‘/’ .agreementYamong the five judges on domain crassification were retained.
of fhese, 40 to 42 izéms'were selected from

each domain ﬁnd placed, in ran-

;
¥

dofr order to create the preliminary instrument. Care was taken to include

-

_an equal number of RFB and RMB items for each domain,

THe 204-item insqrument was then administered to 530 individuals

-

residipgiq the central Michigan-area. The majority of respondents were
L3 M . r
graduate and undergraduate students at Central Michjgan ﬁniversity. The

remainder were solicited from local community organizations. Of the 'total

sample, 26% were male and 74% weré female.- Though'the range of ages was

i

18 to 72, the distribution was positively skewed with most respondents’
- ’
at the lower &nd. The mean age+was 23.24 years with a standard deviation

of 6.79. Data obtained on marital status indicated thdi 78% of the res-

pondents were single and never married, 18% were presently married, and 4%
» . . - .

were previously mﬁrried. ' ¢
v » ) N i

’The instructions for the instrument stated that participation in the
study was volqﬁtary and anonymous. For each item, thﬁ respondent was
. asked to indicate how he or she "feels 'about men and woﬁ;n“ by ciréiing .
{ onq'of five response aliernatives ranging from "'strongly agree" to . L_“

.

"strongly disagree,

* 4
, . -\ ” .
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. . . . . . '6-
. Table 2 provides a Summary of the data obtginea from the administration
of the®preliminary instrument. A major focus in.tqg analysis pf the data
1 . i . ~ '

. was an examination of the internal consistency of the fivF domain sub-

-
+* -

scales. As Table 2 indicates, 'the mean-item-total correlations for the
. !

five subscales ranged from .467 to .551, and the¢ values for coefficient

alpha ranged from .921 to .949. ‘ ’ ' '

L2 . ’
a .

Insert Table 2 abohq here

R x
.

- Construction of Alternate Forms

,

It was originally Epﬂbnded that the final scale would be constructed

- . L] -

by using item-total correlations and judgments of item content to select

L] -

L] * ! ]
15 to 20 items from each set of 40 or 42 items. Those %tems with low

item-total correlations were to be eliminated, as was any item with

content véry similar to the content oRdnother item that contributed

- LI i

more to the internal consistency of the subscale. However, the strength
]

of the item-total correlations and the high estimates of internal con-

L]
bl ’

' sistency reliability suggested the possibility of constructing alternate
P - h ]
~ , forms. Application of the Spearman-Brown formula revealed that if the

number of items on'the subscale with the lowest imternal consistency

reliability estimate (Social-Interpersonal-Heterosexual Roles) was halued,
the reliability of the resulting 20-item scale would be approximately

.86, still a-respectable value. Therefore, it was decided to develop
3 - . ~

two versions for each of the five subscales. -
- b ! .1 !
For each subscale the tqtal set of items was separated into.the
* 7

,three groups of item 'types. (4) unambiguous egalitarian items, (b) RFB
LY
‘itéms, and (c) RMB items. Within each group, the dtems were ordered
i .

-

. 4 * N . . .
according to tha.valuei/Qf item-total correlations. First, it was '
A

Fl

. oy~
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» decided to eliminate amy item which, reduced the ingﬁrnal cofsistency of - _
. . v w ’
. the 40- or 42-item subscales.\ Then, to maintain the same number of items

L]
* - .

’ per sybscdle, other }tems with Yow item-total correlations were eliminated,
’ .

; »

alwa§§ with the constraint that the number of RFB items and RMB items be L -

equal to one another. At, the end of this process, each subscale contained
v . .

.38 it%ems. ’ TR ) ' '

| C. By subscale ané*b; group ;ithin sdbscéle gegalitarzan,‘BFB, and RMB?,
\\\\\t . tﬁe’iﬁggixyefe alie?nately hssigned to Forms B and K.. Table 3 contains a
breakdown of the numbers of ggalithrian, RFB, and RMB i%€ﬁs in each'sub-
s;ale as well ag the item keying for subscales in each of the final. 95- -

1 -
item alternate forms .1

Insert Tat’.le 3 about here -~

‘y

T
Psychometric Characteristics of the Scale.
e -
"Method ‘
. To investigate the psychometric characteristics of the resulting Sex-

¢ Role Egalitarianist (SRE) Scale, four new samples of respondents were
'selected. 56 police officers, 59" senior cit1zeﬁs, 141 undergraduate

studeﬁt; at a private business college, and 111'undergradhate-students

enrolled in psychology classes at Central ;-iichigan Ijuvex"sity. Of the \

total group, 56% were males and 44% were females. Aﬁ%roximately 69% had

never,been married, 17% reported that they were pres?ntlf married, and )

o 14% were widowed or divorced. The four samples'were chosen for the pur-
pose of achieving at, least some degree of representativeness of the
gencral populatio@épnd to provide variabjdity in age. t e

The SRE Scale was administered “both in grohp settings and on an

individual basis, The instructions remained the same as those for the |

L
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preliminary instrument. In order to obtain eétimate§ of the various

¥

types -of reliability (stability, equivalence, gnd internal consistency), 5]

A .

some respondents in the sample groups completed both Forms B and K on a

-

single 6ccasion, others completed both alternate forms but‘on separate
i

*
.

occasions, othersy completed the same form on two occasions, and still

- L4 ~ '
others compléted both forms on one occasion and 'both forms again on a :

. L]

separate occasion, For thase cdmpleting scales gn two sepafafe occasions, -
} . -

the i¥terva1 betweer test administrations was 3 to 4 weeks. Where
’ '

different forms were presented, the order was counterbalanced. In

. , ‘ 2 ’
addition,asubset of 160 respondents completed the Edwards Social
Desirgbility Scale (Edwards, 1957). i
Reliability : ' . . \

L} .
Table 4 provides reliability data as well as the means anﬁ_stqndard

deviations of the subscales across all sample groups. It 15 important to

remember in the case of internal consistency that the estimated reliabili-
© ]

ties are for .19-time subsca;gs. Given the ratio of‘%gems to s&bjects in
each analysis, it 1s'reasonab1e to conclude thgt these values are rela-

,f /}ively stable estimates of the parameters. As expected from‘Fhe Spearman-
Browp prophecy formula, internal consistency reliabilaty for thé?b 19-
iten subscales remained adequately high, with A’ mean of.:873 over all

10 subscales. Copsidering the 3 to 4 week interval betpeen tesking

occaSions, the coefficients of stability are likewise acceptable, averaging

:847 over the subscales. Finally, the correlations Petween Forms B and

.

K administered on the same occasion (averaging .860) provide support for
3
L] -
the contention that they are paralTbl measures of the same content dimen-
i
sions. A, comparison of the means and standard deviations of Forms B and

K for each subscale indicates that the average difference between means

was 1.38 and the average q&?ference between standard deviations was .58.

-~ .

- . ‘O . ' \

\ .
1
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’ d o Insért Table 4 about here / . (

n
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Y

Pref&minany Valldlty Data . st . ’

[y

+

[} v

A pr10r1, it was hypothesized that the psychology student respondents
would score hlgheT (more egalltar1an) than bus1ness students and "that

both” student groups would score h1gher than police officers and sehior

i -

'c1tiiens? An ,overall F test followed by an orthdégonal part1t10n1ng of

the treatment sum of squares nevealed that these hypotheses were c0n-

L] -

sistently suppo;ted across all 10 subscales. On the averagefthe mean raw:

score difference between psychology students and business students was

-

‘ - L
7.0, while the mean raw scére difference between students and nonstudents

L] P & . .
was 6.2, While mean differences between samples from.different population

subgroups are not strong evidence af the validity-of the ega11tar1an1sm

.

coustruct the findings of such dlfferences, when hypotheslzed a priori,

qre at least tegtatlvely supportiverand suggest the potentla; for future

validity studies:
L - P! y . '
Evidence for discriminant validity may be found in the correlations

between the subscale scores and scores on the ggﬁhrd's (1957) measure of
r “

social desirabll%ty (presented in the last column of Table 4) e‘The

relatively low values for these correlation coefficients suggest that the

SRE Scale is not measuring a general tendeﬁcy to respond in a socially

desirable manner.and that the highéFéliability coefficients do not re-
- .

flect varience attributable to this tendéncy. -

~ -

+Conclusions

The first goal of construct validation was achieved in that quite

’
acceptable coeff1c1e£ts’of stability, equxvalence, and internal con-

) +

sistency resulted, The pattern of mean scores dcross th€ several samples

-

-t

-

'
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and the c0rre1a530ns with the. social degirability measure demonstrate
. o * - 13 \ ) *

L\‘P' ,' initial support for the,validigy of the construct. Moreover, eacﬁ'éf
the five subscales'ﬁgs face validity’in that for-a particular’situation
[ . * [l

either alternate form for a qpﬁkca{e can stand alone as a reliablé measure
. Q{‘egqlitarianigm. For example, a researcher interested in measuring -~

- LY - . ‘
'Fﬁrm B ¢r K of the Employment sdbscale and expect a reasonably accurate

LN

egalitarianism as it relates,to;}bb opportunities may administ®r either
L ’ .

I} » . a » . . - .
or E}ec1se assessment of individual differences in seerolesega11tgr1an1sm
v -, t L] » v

as it relates to the employment domain. 1In addition, the researcher has’

» .

’ an equivalent-form available for studies reqpiiing repeated measurement.
. . 0Of cou;se, the admjnistration of all five subscales_wpuld s§mp1e a wider
rang® of egalitarian-related attitudes. I T
' Y Froma generalizability theory perspective (Cronbacﬂ; Giesgr, Nanda, .

& thar&tnam, 1972), one chn use the entirg set of items from both alter-

nate forms of a subscale ip manipulate the reliability required for a.

I .

F . .

specific kind of research.’ That, 13, Af internal consistency estimat6§ .

¢ in the mid-,80's for an alternate 'forn;' are not sufficiently p'recise for a
* . 2 - - . .
particular problem, the researcper might'considqr add1n§ items from the

- equivalent form to achieve th‘iﬁbsired I?V?J of.erec1sion.. Using the

. v .. . ) 4
Spearman-Brown formula, the total number of items to achieve accep;fble‘

reiiability levéls‘can be Qgtefmined. (Likewise, if the researcher ¢

. X N
.desires a less obtrusive measure or feels less time must be devoted to

A

instrument administration, then the possibility of reducing the number

of 1tems exists.) The two 'forms can conceivably be recombined in total

L4
~ -

to provide 38-item subScales with higher re11ability._

» ¥ - /
{ At present, additidnal work in establishing the validity of the sex-
’ P . 1 . 2
. role egalitarianism construct is underway. One effort involves the s
bl -
- h “
A} * i?




admimstration of the instrument)in combmatzon Wlt(’h other measures ‘of

-
] M 1

seic-réle attitudes in ordgr td generate informatd.oq from' a multitrait

2 L]

multimethogi perspectlve (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Another s&‘iesﬂpf

-

The data-presented in this paper defmltely ;ugggst. that the scale has
. » * ’ ) ‘_ [ A
potential in research requiring a papgp-and-pencil measure of sex-role
4 * . . i %q)

K

¢ ] -
egalitarianigm. X ‘
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-’u; Confounding of Egalitarianism with Hypothetical

’

Radical, Sexual Biases

+ =

k. +

- -

Keylng

: égal, Nonegal.
1. Male nanagefs are more valuable A
to an organization than female D TA :
managers. ' ) ’

L4
.

2, A male nurse cannot be as

effectivé as a female nurse, D A
3. Men.and women are equally-

qualified for law gnforcement A . D

jobs. . ’
” -

L]

RFB

Note: D . keyed disagree;{} = keyed agree; RFB = radical feminine bias,
) A - .

RMB « radica}] masculine bias,
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4 ‘ E‘ * . . .
’ " Data from Preliminary Instrument Administration ¢ .
9 = »
. :% . ‘ T .7 'Mean . ' \
’ umber . Standard Item_Tytal | Coefficient Number of
Subscale of Ttems ~ , Mean Deviation .  Correlation . Alpha Respondents
" Marital ¥ o . | S
; el . 426, 174.03 " 17.60 .496 .932 _ 512, .
rarental 422  178.41 17.60 © 581 049 509
- I :
Enploynent '%ﬁ . 162.88 18.46 521 938 510
>, - SaE oL CC
. 32?;@“‘”“ « 40, 159.70 17.54 © 467 .921 507 .
NI T - ! : : ., \ 4
pogeational 4o 165.02 15.80 " .493 927 ° 506
] .*‘ . - *
“ ‘ ' . ] Vo . . - . . ,
aNumber of’ regpondents varies due to missing data. L
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. . Table 3 ~ i
PUP - |
A s/u‘\mber of Each Item Type-and Keying for Alternate Forms,
* ' Unambiguous : Keyed Keyed
Subscale Form Egalitarian RFB Items RMB Items "agree'" "disagrec
‘ * . " LS
Marital « \ B , 7 . 6 6 7 12 .
Roles .
p K. . -1 <« 6 . 6 7 k 12
Pafental B - R . » 6 6 ? 12
Roles K 7 "6 6 7 12
. _ .
Employment B . 5 . 3 7 12
Roles K . 9 . 5 5 8 11
. " ux . *
. Soc-Int-Het } b 9 N P N 9 10
Rojes kK™ 9 . .5 " s, 9 10
‘ . - .
_ Educagional « B ’ - 3 o 5 & 5 2 10
Roles x Y. 9 5 \ 5 g - 10
LN J ! . ; N .
1 .
. ’ " . ’ L |
. . /l »
< ¢
‘ ’ ' . . Tt
. . ' . 1 * .
- ;
' .18
. ’ L - > . -
\.1 . l’ : P Q \ .
MC - . A ) bl P ‘ - '
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. l ; . f 1 H .
) A Table 4 * '
~ ’ . a .
: ' Psychlometric Data on the SRE Subscales E¥; .
b Standard * Internal . N Correlation
Subscale _ Form Mean Deviation Consistency Stabilaty Equivalence With SD
k ’ Nn— - ) * F -
Marital B 728 9.6 .88 (337) .85 £140) s (259) 16 (79)
Roles , K 71.9 . 9.2 .88 (346) .85 (141) 15 (80)
- \
parental B 72.5 10.0 .89 (337) .85 (137) s (259) 15 (79) -
R°1°ST//’" K 73.1 9.5 .89 (346) .83 (144) : A1 (81)
c B 70.4 0.3 .89 (337 .88 (137 19 (79
Employment . . et (337) (137) .87 (240) { )
Roles K 69.1 10.6 . . .89 (346) .88 (141) - -.03  (81)
Soc-Int-Het B 71.0 8.9 .84 (3%) .84 (137) s 14 (79)
Roles X 69.1 i 9.5 .84 (346) .86 (143) 18 (81)
‘Educational . B . 74.0. 9.3 .89 (337) .81 (136) s (259) 14 (79)
- Roles K ‘718 8.2 . .84 (346) .82 (145) , -.02  (81)
E-3 . . L .

aCalcu17ted on data aggreéa ed across all sample groups. Numbers in parentheses are Ns for each analysis.

o
v« 4 ; ]

bEach subscale contains 19 itembs.

s i
¢
For those subjects who recejved both alternate forms on two occasions, the first administration was used ?
. in calculating equzvalence coefficients. i ' ¢
. ¢ ’
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1Copies»of tha,inStrumen?may be obtained by writing‘ Lynda A. King,

_cPsychologz Departmem: Sloan Hall Central Michigan University,

-
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hit. Pleusant, MI 48859, ‘
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